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(1) PARTIES: This Agreem'l;~r!~'~J~~,~y'qT~ Mobllnel:servlce Corporalion, on hehall of ils alhllales and sllhsldiafles, (GTE) as agenl or resaller for the cellular nelwork:,t , ,
operalor (licensee! licensed by "l? f.~d~ra.l pomll,"nlcalir.n Commission 10 selve Cuslomors' primary service alea lind Ihe Individual or 0r9anlzalio~ Iqusl,~!1!erlldenlilied
On Ihe Ironl ollhls 6.qrr~!lI~J!t.ln,\~~~~;\I>!:,~!lqns WherelGTE Is a lesellel of cellulqr,nelwo,I,~ ser,VI~a~,I'T,E.re~erres Ihe rlghllo selecl or charigelhri'nelwOIk service .
provider, . ~ "b'.,.·•. llr;,~i 1 ,1'- .. ·:".~'-.I1I",i:,· ~
(2) SERVICE: GTE will provide Cuslomer e,ecess 10 cellular lefephone and relaled serviceS wilhin Ihe'area elleclively served by Ihe licensee, The area elleclively served is "

/. s~blecllO lraiisriii~~ion f1milalions cause~,by, almosphur(c and olhor ualural or ani/ielal condilions and cOOllilions gfnerally lJeyond Ihe cOnlrol of GTE, Including Ihelype i; , :i and condlllon()1 Cuslomars: cellular equlPIJ1QQ~ Servlces'are turnlshed subjecllo Ihe condillnn I"allhere will he no obuse or Iraudulenluse Ihereol, Any allempllo abuse or -'. 'i
~ 10 Iraudulenlly.,use ,services by Quslomer may lesull in Ihe Immediale suspension or caneellallon 01 service, I..

I (3) A(;<;ESS,~yslem~~cess will be provided,by means 01 alen (1 01 digillelephone nllllIber, GTE and Ihe nelwolk service provider reselve Ihe righllo change any or all
, such numbers on nolless Ihanlen (101 days notice, , . .'

I (4) DEPOSIT: AI GTE·s.sole opl,ion, CU.. SIO.me,.r, may receive,S.. elvice prior 10.lhe co.m.plelion 01, a, crCd,il.che,O.k. GTE, ros.erve,s. the ',i,9.1.'110 require Cuslomer 10 m~ke,·ad.ipo,~i,I.:.';:) I'
PI,any 1i1j1111l!t:'h~f,ll!l!.In~a1jWl,01,r~~tQ~"~,!IIl\or.~er;v)c~. The,~~P.Qs."_Yfili b~ tW'd 8 minlmu~ol to.y.alvel1 ~). monlhs !,ndinl,~resf willb~ pel~ a16% pef."n~4m:'\"~j,;"'~;Y';t:ffi

!(5) PRI<:Ettfll~omel'shall ra.~,\6,Gor.,~I~,~cha.rg~,s S.·ell.o.~h oh I~l! oppll~ne s"lide ol,~hisAgreemenl, cellul~rleleP.'.lOne lisa.go I~e.s approprl~l~ ',O~!!I? ra,e Pla~ sele,Clap" IQII';.:I ;,)
, chargennd]lppllcable laxe,s, Sublecl ,10 Bnyreg~rlalory requlre~e~ls. rales, a."~ ~hdlges may be mo~!h~l;! lro,m, lime 10,lirl!\ by, mJ~ Clianges in peak/oll·peak lime ,;':" I
~ perlodSWlllnOlbaconslderedBc~~mgeinrale9.l\,·".;,··!,I ...,1.1 I,', '1I111~.,I-','" f . ~. .. ';m

r
l'l'i!"t'.,.,4,,;-:, r

': (~) p'~~ME.tJTi Cu~I~lIler s!,al',~~.I~'!Olced on a 'l'0nIlJIY bIlst~, P,aYlJieql~h~1I baflu~ wilhin (201 days aller Ihe invoice c1aloPaymenl will be deemed,m,ada,when (e~~ived,.f; Il by GTE, lale paymenls'shall be sllbjecllo Ihe:l1laxlmum lale paymenl charge' pern!,lIec1 by law, II timely paymenllor service provided under Ihis agreemenl, or any olher'.,I? \
t agreemenl between Cuslomer and GT~, Is nOl lecelvej' In 1h,1,'I!,II'Jmo,iril orlhiilri~dice, GTE may, al lis sole oplion and wilhOllllhniling any olber remedy availabla undar.JI" I
I Iha law, disconnecl Cuslomer from service provided undar Ihis agreelnent'or any olher agreamonl helween Cuslorner and,GTF CuslQ1'er Inay Iheo be repillied 10 pay a'", I
~ reconneclion charge lor $Orvice reslorallon, Cuslomer shall be liable 10 GTE for eny and all cosls and le~s, Including cOlleclioo and 'aCIU~1 aliorney lees)assoc\aledwilh Ihe,! I ;

I colleclipo 01 s~rvice charges,lromCuslom,er,' 1 1"', . '''';"L'"I I' '",',' I 'i; , , I 'i· ']1 : ' " I : !iI" I i
I (7) T~IJ_~~i A,. N~"~fllv\ra~l:nl ~)I!'jlr par!y may lermlnale a non-co~lr'!f.l ag,r~eme!.'IIQJ any reasoo upon giving noliee 10 Ihe olh?r pany. Termln~lion by Cus,lqmer ,musl be'"I" :
, made In wriling lolhe GTE Mob Inel.lnc, loceled al600 Nodh Weslshore Blvd, Sulie 900, Tampa, Fl33609, efleclivQ on Ihe dale 01 receipl, unless a laler dale is specified ..:; ,
I in lhe, nolice In Ihe evenl GTE:iS. unable 10 locale cu,slomer, nollcelo Cuslomerwill be.,deemed given o~ Ihe'dole or 'mailing 10 C,YSlome(s lasl knol'(h ladd,e~'s: J "\ h ,,' ,,; \

IB, ,CO~TRACT - IN CONSIDERI\T,lptl FQIl .1/1E C!JSTOMER,'.S AGR. E, EMENT TO RETAIN SE,R,VICE. FR,OM GTE F.ORjA MINIMUIrlITER,M!O.F T E,L,yE ('21'~',;~ \
MONTHS. CUSTOMER SHAll RECEIVE THE DISCOUNTED CONTRACT RATE, GTE MAY TERMINATE TIlE CONTRACT OFFERING AT THE·,E 10 OF ANy'" , I

, ~~~~~~~Tl~~~~N AND TERMINATIONFEE:' !'il' ,',: ~!' I! 1i 'I (I: 1111~.!I-II:~ Ii.]LJ l','L~"I:i:i';1
I A, serv,Ica Cancella liOn, -'.n lha evenl cu,slomer cancels araquesllor.cel.IUlar sa,vice IJOlme equipmenl inslallalion and nelwbrk c'onn~c!io~,s a',e compleled, Cuslom~r ;
I sball be hable 10 GTE or lis agenls lor all labor cosls assocralerl w,'h Ihe Irlslallalron 01 CusloOle,'s accoss equlpmenl and nelwork connecl,ons, removal 01 Cuslomer s :
• iccess equipmeni and network disconnedions, II adeposil is reql.ired 'olCLlshlmers, all such cosls and cha,gos shall he deducled helore any credil is issued 1'1 Cusl'lf!ler, ,,".I i
I II ill any lime wllhln 30days aller cellular serVice IS established Ci,slomor lermlnales lilis agreemenl, CuslomerwilHorleil ~'lY,d,ep'q~illendered by Cusiomer 10 GT,~w.i1~, i '

I agenJ~losecurecellularservlcea~asel,ollagelnsllhecoslolservicaeslablishmenl. '-'I ' [I'·· 'I' -, " ';"-1'·'::·; - ,',."""rJ I'
I BIJ~~lracl. Ter lJ1.,.lnation F~~;-: Gqslomer aCfn,'1Y"I,edge~ lhallhq ~Rnlr,p.c! ~Pli.O.n .provide~ a di~~oun\efJ ralrj8nrllh~1 eo Iy ter'1'lnalion ollhP:C0nl{qcl W,~I rasyil in "II I
~ financial damagelQGTE.'lN THE'EVENT OF EMILY TEfl~IN"TION'BYCI!STOMER FOR ANY REASON, CUSTOM~RSHA~L BE LIABLE, T.q,~r~.mR,!\m', I
r, TERMINATION FEE OF TWO HUNDRED DOLLARS($200) IN,ADDITION TO ANY OTIIER DAMAGES GTE MAY BE ENtITLED TO BY LAW, Early lermlnali?n" ,I" ,

" shail mean any acl 01 Cuslom~r,Y"~icl.1, ~1'r.~liJ~eIY ~n.~~lhe ,cowa~,I, NC!l!\lInp 9~ I'(ny 01 example, servlc~ lerminali~n,,~USI?l]1er shall be i1able 10 GTE lor any and a."'ili:l I.
~ cosls and expenses. Inchrdlng aclual al orney fees, assoclaled wllh Ihe coller:llon of Ihe lerrnlnallon lee., -._ .• ,_ -.. ,. ,. _ -. ' .•"---'''', .;__ , '
; (9) IN~URAN~E: II Cuslomer selecled Cellular Assurance Plus proleclion onlhls app~calio~, qUSlom~rackn~wlildges reeelpi oUh,e eQverage,6.umm~ry;~n Cuslp~r.9~~lit !
I hehal!, G,~~ Myqi1r.rl,wlI! r~m!Uhe monlhly charge for lhe Insurance which appears on Cuslomer's cellular phone bill 10 The Slgn~i,~elec0m.'1'unrcalion~!ns~rp~ca '):~ '~

It Services, Cu~\~!"e! ac.k~owledges Ihal insurance proleclion is,olle.red ~y ',The slgna~, and nol by GTE Mobilnel and Ihal any,.~lai~~lr.9,~,rdln~, II,e insurance sl,lall he. " " :
dtrecled 10 Tfte Signal, ! In .. ",; ".'1 ;·,:'I·ln'~'·"·.'::'''I,1 ';.1" , ":i.'!'I~W;.;.l'lI)
(lOj'L'lMITATION' OF ltABILlTY: GTE shall nol be liable 10 Cuslomer lor InlerrupiiOlls caused by failura 01 equipmenl or services nol provided by GTE, I~i1~re 01, :1 !
communicaliQr1s/ power ulageS.'QJ olher inlerruplion nollVllhin lhe complele conllol ~I GTE, no!" sl,'all G~~ IJe Ij~ble lor pert~rmance, ~efi~iencie~ Fauspd or i;rea!~d ,~.L'II •

"Cuslome,r:"equlp,menl.,. ,TE's.perfo~m.?nce und?r Ihis egeemenl shall be.excused by lahor:(Ii/li~ullies, ,ooverpmen,l\ll prde!s, civil fom'l'olions, pelS pi G04: or,Q1her ,,1'1
~lj~W~~~r.$~yrll~~\1~~S p~~q~dJlli':r~ason,alileC,Qnlrol" gJ~shall nQ\.~~ liable 10 Custom,er II c~,!ng~sln opera"on, p~ocedures, orser~ces ,'~qu~~ mE~i1lcal~?~ or I

allera,ll?n of CU~lomer fequJp~enl.,re~~~r Ih~ .sa,,:,eo9so,I~!~.qri~l~p~is~ all,eclUs pf-,Iormaoce 111ere ~I~all bplno c1e!liIs,leiJuCIiPhs. ~ sploU p~aJn~ Ihe c~argli1.(91~,:~
service Iqr dowrll!/TlQ,P\ inlerrupll01?' ~~I\'I~e~III~~~ su~h~~r~I~".I~I,~rfuplion ex,c~o<l." Iwenlylfo,~rl241 hours in\~"alibn, GT~ ~h~l~ P!.~Vi~l" t~~!~l,ne,r WII~ ec,re1'1 ~~~I~I
10 1QO:Ol Ihe recurring 100nlhly charge for service for each Iwenly-Iour 124) hour perlQlJ Irom Ihe Iline 01 nollce ollnIArll.phon'unlll sbrvlce resloral,on /ilclv1ded'CiJslo!"tif'!uu

·nolilied OTE ollhe-sel\dce Inlerruplions. GTE shall nolbaliahle for any incidenlal; cclllsequenlial or punilive damages including bul nollimiled 10 loss of prolils','liJss'olhll1
business Or buslna~s oppOrt\lnily,loSs ofuse: elc', tHE' MAKES NO 'bTl tER WAAI1AN11ES OI1I1EPIlESENTATIONS, EITHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED CONCERNING"'~
THE SERVICES,ANO /,XPRESSlYOISClAIMS WAAIlANTIES OF FITNESS FOil A PAl1TlCliLAR USE 011 PUIlPOSE, HIE WARRANTY OF MERCHANTABILITy/lr,)
AN(iAr:!Y_QItIERWt\FjMf<l.T.YJMPl.lEQ.l~,(JA\'L. __._, .'..~::,',,,::,,, _. j ",1":",,,,"11" ""n _., _. \l;oY, , ..__ ._ :'~'ItI1~'1""nl ~llIl~

~i11) REGULATION; ;Thls,agreamen\ ~haP al.alllimes,b~ sUbject IQchange or rnodilicalion requiled by Ihe regula lory aUlhorily'of IhllSlale in'lNhlch(~~lvic~ is proVldlicf!lhb ••r
~ Federaf Communicalions Commission. or any olher'"lIlhbriZ\iWgilVernmenlal bod( " . "'" .1":. .. ", ,., ' .,' ~ I ~,I~;,I:',I:I~~

~ (12) TELEPHONE ORDERS: Inl!le ,~,v1~1 ~haJ\ IhiS
2
av~errerl';,~1Irl~~~~'?'?'~~'~'!~~ ,?,'.JSIOrner, recelpl 01 a copy ollhe Agreemenl and acceplance 01 service 'S'~~11_0~~gale, _.

•f Cuslomer!? Ih,elerms ~~ ~~!IIO~~.g!!f~~I~" ..:.,. ,,_, ....__"._, ,_,.1",,,,,, '''.. ' 0:"",,,,,'"1': ''',;11

f

(w.No.,~w.'AIY~~:jfll\'illfiPr~ll!jll[,"P,ilY'.IP IIJ1~l.vqrewr~fl.'9P'rlO!.Ci.EWv.1',.Y_'~l.IJjl~1I IIOt conslilule a waiver.ol such rigl,' orol any olher righl,.whelher of a similar or,...•
dissrnllleJ!"n{\l!fr'e':dn~'6Iia)1Inol?~rohl~lloIhhx8r'~seof I~e'seme lIbhl'818'iU1ure dale, i/' ' .," """'0".' . . , , : "", I I
(14)<~ONTROChING DO()UMfiNT~ 'THE:TERMS rANDCONOITIONS"SBT'FORHj IN TillS AGREEMENT' SUPERSEDE ANY/OTHERS; INCLU01NG'J'>AfORIOn,s,r I
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

TAMPA DIVISION

JAMES J. WHITE, PERRY KRANIAS, and
RALPH DELUISE,

Representative Plaintiffs,

I I •. _._ .~

I •
. . "

v.

GTE CORPORATION; GTE WIRELESS
INCORPORATED, f/kJa GTE MOBILNET
INCORPORATED; GTE WIRELESS OF
THE SOUTH INCORPORATED, fJk/a GTE
MOBILNET OF TAMPA INCORPORATED and
GTE MOBILNET OF THE SOUTH
INCORPORATED; GTE WIRELESS OF
HOUSTON INCORPORATED; GTE
MOBILNET OF CLEVELAND
INCORPORATED; and GTE MOBILNET OF
THE SOUTHWEST INCORPORATED,

Defendants.

--------------_./

ORDER

CASE NO: 97-1 859-CIV-T-26C

Before the Court are the Dispositive Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Third Amended

Complaint filed by GTE Wireless Incorporated and GTE Wireless of the South

Incorporated and the supporting memorandum (Dkts. 72 and 73), the Dispositive Motion

to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Third Amended Complaint filed by Defendants GTE Corporation,

GTE Wireless of Houston Incorporated, GTE Mobilnet of Cleveland Incorporated, and

GTE Mobilnet of the Southwest Incorporated and the supporting memorandum (Dkts. 74

EXHIBll B



and 75), Plaintiffs' Responses (Dkts. 76 and 85), the Reply to Plaintiffs' Response to

Defendants GTE Wireless Incorporated's and GTE Wireless of the South Incorporated's

Dispositive Motion to Dismiss (Dkt. 86), the Memorandum Correcting Mistake

Contained in Reply (Dkt. 87), Plaintiffs' Notices of Filing Supplemental Case Law (Dkts.

88 and 93). After careful consideration of the motions and the file, the Court is of the

opinion that the motion to dismiss for failure to allege a claim for relief should be granted

as to count II and denied as to counts I, III, and IV, The motion to dismiss for lack of

personal jurisdiction should be denied.

Allegations of the Third Amended Complaint

Plaintiffs represent a purported class of individuals of Florida residents who were

cellular service customers of Defendants (GTE),I (Dkt. 70 at para. 25). GTE allegedly

concealed and failed to disclose its practices of charging on a "rounded up" basis. (Dkt.

70 at para. 26). "Rounding up" means that each call is billed in whole minute increments,

with any fraction of a minute being billed as a whole minute. (Dkt. 70 at para. 14). Each

call begins at the time the "send" button is pushed, regardless ofwhether a connection is

made. (Dkt. 70 at para. 14). GTE charged Plaintiffs on a "rounded up" basis and

Plaintiffs paid GTE the amount billed. The monthly bills do not disclose or explain the

The Court will refer to all defendants as GTE. The part of this order
addressing personal jurisdiction refers only to the non-resident defendants.
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practice of "rounding up." (Dkt. 70 at para. 19). The contracts between GTE and

Plaintiffs, both oral and written, did not provide "an adequate description or disclosure ..

. as to GTE's Rounding Up practices." (Dkt. 70 at paras. 20 and 22). GTE induced

Plaintiffs to enter into the contracts "with advertisements and materials, including, among

other things, promises of free air time." (Dkt. 70 at para. 18).

In the four-count complaint, count I alleges a private action pursuant to 47 U.S.C.

section 207 for a violation of the Communications Act of 1934,47 U.S.C. section 201(b).

(Dkt. 70 at para. 37). Plaintiffs assert that "[t]he practice of charging for all air time on a

Rounded Up basis is unjust and unreasonable, and therefore unlawful, under the

provisions of 47 U.S.C. section 201(h)." (Dkt. 70 at para. 38). Count II seeks an

injunction to restrain GTE from "rounding up." (Dkt. 70 at paras. 40-44).

Count III seeks damages for breach of contract. (Dkt. 70 at paras. 45-50). GTE

allegedly breached the oral and written contracts "by charging and collecting more money

for cellular phone services than Plaintiffs and class members have agreed to pay." (Dkt.

70 at para. 48). Count IV constitutes a state law claim based on a violation of section

501.20 I, et seq., Florida Statutes, which is the Florida Deceptive and Unfair Trade

Practices Act (FDUTPA). (Dkt. 70 at paras. 51-57). Plaintiffs allege that "charging for

all air time on a Rounded Up basis, without adequately disclosing such practices,"

amounts to unfair competition.

Plaintiffs sued a total of seven defendants. Of those seven: two are corporations

-3-



authorized to conduct business in Florida, one of which is a Florida corporation and the

other a Delaware corporation. (Okt. 70 at paras. 6 and 7). Four of the remaining five

defendants are either Delaware or Texas corporations that provide cellular service

throughout the United States "either directly or indirectly through its subsidiaries and

affiliates." (Dkt. 70 at paras. 5, 8, 9, and 10). The last defendant is GTE Corporation, a

New York corporation that not only provides cellular service throughout the United States

"either directly or indirectly through its subsidiaries and affiliates," but is "the parent

corporation of or is otherwise affiliated with all other Defendants." (Dkt. 70 at para. 4).

Argument

Defendants characterize Plaintiffs' claims as ones seeking a retroactive rate

reduction. Defendants argue that the two state law claims (counts III and IV) are

preempted expressly and completely as improper rate regulation in violation of the

Federal Communications Act (FCA). As to the state law claim of breach of contract,

Defendants contend that the contracts obligate Plaintiffs to pay per minute rates.

Defendants argue that the claim based on the FCA (count I) should fail because

per minute billing does not constitute a per se violation and Plaintiffs have not suffered

any direct injury from the billing process. As to the claim titled "injunction" (count II),

no such federal claim exists, and even if it did, Plaintiffs have an adequate remedy at law.

Plaintiffs respond that this purported class action challenges Defendants'

-4-



"fraudulent and deceptive promotional and contract practices, not Defendants' rates."

(Dkt. 76 at 11). Plaintiffs state that they are attacking the deceptive promotional,

advertising, contracting and billing practices of Defendants. They suffered injury by not

receiving the full amount of allocated cellular air time elected under a contract and by

being overcharged for air time used in excess of the flat-rate amount allocated under the

service plan chosen.

Violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b)

Plaintiffs state that one of the issues in this action is whether Defendants violated

47 U.S.C. section 201(b) by "deceptively promoting, contracting and billing Plaintiffs by

rounding up calls." (Dkt. 76 at 13). The complaint specifically alleges that the practice

of charging for all air time by rounding up is unjust and unreasonable under section

201 (b). (Dkt. 70 at para. 38). Thus, at least in count I, Plaintiffs do not appear to be

challenging the reasonableness of the rates or the failure to disclose a particular billing

practice, but rather are challenging the reasonableness of the billing practice itself.

Most of the cases addressing the viability of actions based on the practice of

rounding up may be divided into three categories: 1) federal cases deciding whether the

FCA completely preempts state law claims for purposes of removal jurisdiction,2 2) state

') See,~, MarCH:; v. AT:& T Corp., De l":'.3U 46 (2d Cir. 199B); Sanderson.
Thompson. Ratledge & Zinnv v. AWACS. Inc., 958 F.Supp. 947 (D.Del. 1997); Bennett
v. Alltel Mobile Communications of Alabama, Inc., No. Civ.A. 96-D-232-N, 1996 WL
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cases deciding whether a cause of action exists for breach of contract, fraud, violations of

state consumer acts for fraud and unfair trade practices, and various other state law

claims,3 and federal cases addressing preemption in a non-removal setting.4 Of the cases

addressing removal issues, the courts have found that the complete preemption doctrine, a

concept associated with removal jurisdiction, does not extend to the FCA. In so ruling,

some courts in dicta wrote that when a plaintiff challenges billing practices as

unreasonable, as opposed to challenging improper billing based on deceptive advertising,

a claim for relief for damages under section 207 of the FCA is available.s

1054301 (M.D.Ala. May 14, 1996); DeCastro v. AWACS. Inc., 935 F.Supp. 541 (D.N.J.
1996); In re Comcast Cellular Telecommunications Litigation, 949 F.Supp. 1193
(E.D.Penn. 1996).

3 See,~, Tenore v. AT & T Wireless Services, 962 P.2d 104 (Wash. 1998),
cert. denied, No. 98-947, 1999 U.S. LEXIS 1507 (U.S. Feb. 22, 1999).

4 ~ In re Long Distance Telecommunications Litigation, 831 F.2d 627, 633
(6th Cir. 1987) (primary jurisdiction doctrine required referral of claim regarding
reasonableness of defendant's practices to Federal Communications Commission, but
state law claims for fraud and deceit based on failure to notify customers ofpractice of
charging for uncompleted calls not preempted by FCA); Stein v. Sprint Corp., 22 F.Supp.
1210 (D.Kan. 1998) (filed-rate doctrine barred claims for fraud and breach of contract
and for damages or injunction requiring certain rate be charged, but did not preempt state
law claims under state statutes for injunction relating to deceptive advertising).

S See Sanderson, Thompson, Ratledge & Zinny v. AWACS. Inc., 958 F.Supp.
947, 955-56 (D.Del. 1997) (claims for statutory fraud and breach of contract did not
challenge reasonableness of billing practice or rate and therefore did not fall within the
scope of civil enforcement ofFCA); In re Corneas! Cellular Telecommunications
Litigation, 949 F.Supp. 1193,1203 (E.D.Penn. 1996) (true gravamen of cornplaint was
challenge to rates and billing practices and as such ar.tton under section 207 would have
been available); DeCastro v. AWACS, Inc., 935 F.Supp. 541,550 (D.N.J. 1996) (section
207 does not provide federal cause of action for violations of a knowing failure to

-6-



After carefully considering all the cases and pertinent provisions of the FCA, this

Court concludes that the FCA permits under section 207 a claim for damages for the

reasonableness of a particular billing practice, such as the practice of rounding Up.6

However, this Court must invoke the doctrine of primary jurisdiction and refer the issues

raised in this count to the Federal Communications Commission. & In re Long Distance

Telecommunications Litigation, 831 F.2d at 629-630 (primary jurisdiction applies where

claim is originally cognizable in courts but regulatory scheme requires enforcement of the

claim by administrative body, quoting United States v. Western Pacific R.R., 352 U.S. 59,

63-65 (1956».

disclose a particular billing practice); Weinberg v. Sprint Corp., 165 F.R.D. 431, 438-39
(D.N.J. 1996) (no removal jurisdiction where plaintiffs state law claims related to
Sprint's advertising practices rather than the billing practice itself); Marcus v. AT & T
~, 938 F.Supp. 1158, 1167-69 (S.D.N.Y. 1996) (common law claims arose under
federal law and removal was proper).

6 No mention of the "filed rate" or "filed tariff' doctrine has been made. If this
case were governed by the filed rate doctrine, count I would be barred. ~ Marcus, 938
F.Supp. at 1169-70. This Court assumes that it is inapplicable because Defendants are
characterized as commercial mobile radio service providers, which are specifically
exempted from tariff filing requirements by the FCA. See Tenore y. AT & T Wireless
Services, 962 P.2d 104, 109-10 (Wash. 1998) (citing 47 C.F.R. sections 20.15(a), (c),
20.3, and 20.9(a». In any event, whether competition in the area of cellular telephone
service necessarily makes any rate per se reasonable should be decided by the Federal
Communications Commission under the doctrine of primary jurisdiction. See In re Long
Distance Telecommunications Litigation, 831 F.2d 627, 631 (6th Cir. 1987) (claims based
on, 47 U.S.C. 201(b) aie within plifJlary jurisuicticJil of ICe); Kiefer v. Paging N~twQrk,.

~, 50 F.Supp. 681, 682 (E.D.Mich. 1999) (reasonableness of standardized late payment
charge should be referred to FCC).
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Florida Deceptive and Unfair Trade Practices Act

Plaintiffs challenge the failure to disclose the billing practice of rounding up as

deceptive under the FDUTPA. Applying simple preemption principles, as opposed to the

complete preemption doctrine required in removal cases, the courts have found that the

FCA does not preempt state law claims attacking the failure to disclose the method by

which a customer's bill is determined. Because this claim appears to be one of those

which are not preempted by the FCA, count IV will be permitted.

Breach of Contract

Essentially, Defendants argue that because Plaintiffs agreed to per minute billing,

Plaintiffs cannot state a cause of action for breach of contract. Plaintiffs respond that

although some of the customer contracts contain the term "per minute billing," that term

is not defined. On balance, the Court finds that count III alleges sufficient facts at this

stage to state a cause of action for breach of contract.

Claim for Injunction

The Court agrees with Defendants that Plaintiffs have failed to allege a cognizable

claim for injunctive relief. Plaintiffs have not persuaded this Court that a separate and

independent federal claim for injunctive relief exists in this case. Plaintiffs state that they

"are not specifically seeking an injunction on a federal common law theory" but that
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"such reliefis commonly recognized" by the state courts of Florida. (Dkt. 76 at 11). To

the extent Plaintiffs seek injunctive relief pursuant to FDUTPA, they must do so in count

IV.

Personal Jurisdiction over Non-resident Defendants

Plaintiffs counter the Non-resident Defendants' arguments with the fact that the

contract attached to the complaint specifically defines them as parties to the contract. The

customer service agreement attached as Exhibit B to the Third Amended Complaint

provides that the agreement "is made by GTE Mobilnet Service Corporation, on behalf of

its affiliates and subsidiaries." The complaint alleges that the Non-resident Defendants

are either the subsidiaries or affiliates of GTE Mobilnet Service Corporation. (Dkt. 70 at

para. 11). Defendants' counter affidavits have not shown otherwise. Consequently, this

Court finds that personal jurisdiction exists over the Non-Resident Defendants.

It is therefore ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:

1. The Dispositive Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Third Amended Complaint

filed by GTE Wireless Incorporated and GTE Wireless of the South Incorporated (Dkt.

72) is GRANTED in part and DENIED in part. The motion is granted as to count II and

denied as to counts I, III, and IV.

2. The Dispositive Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Third Amended Complaint

filed by Defendants GTE Corporation, GTE Wireless of Houston Incorporated, GTE
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Mobilnet of Cleveland Incorporated, and GTE Mobilnet of the Southwest Incorporated

(Dkt. 74) is DENIED.

3. Under the doctrine ofprimary jurisdiction, the Court hereby REFERS count I

to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for a decision. Plaintiffs are directed

to file a petition for a determination of the issues contained in count I with the FCC. The

Clerk of the Court shall certifY a copy of the entire record in this case to be transmitted to

the FCC.

4. The remaining claims are hereby STAYED pending a determination of the

reasonableness ofDefendants' billing practice of rounding up. The parties shall advise

this Court of the FCC's ruling or other determination immediately.

5. All other pending motions including the motion for class certification (Dkt.

50) are DENIED with leave to refile after the FCC has rendered its decision.

6. The Clerk is directed to administratively close this case.

DONE AND ORDERED at Tampa, Florida, on this~ day of October, 1999.

CTJUDGE

COPIES FURNISHED TQ:

Counsel ofRecord
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the matter of

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems, Inc.

Petition for a Declaratory Ruling
Regarding the Just and Reasonable Nature of,
and State Law Challenges to, Rates Charged by
CMRS Providers When Charging for
Incoming Calls and Charging for Calls in
Whole-minute Increments

To: The Commission

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

File No. 97-31

SUPPLEMENT TO RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Commentor is Plaintiffs' counsel in a class action styled JAMES J. WHITE, PERRY

KRANIAS, RALPH DELUISE and WALL STREET CONNECTIONS, INC. vs. GTE

CORPORATION; GTE WIRELESS INCORPORATED f/k/a GTE MOBILNET INCORPORATED;

GTE WIRELESS OF THE SOUTH INCORPORATED f/k/a GTE MOBILNET OF THE SOUTH

INCORPORATED; GTE MOBILNET OF TAMPA INCORPORATED; GTE WIRELESS OF

HOUSTON INCORPORATED; GTE MOBILNET OF CLEVELAND INCORPORATED; and GTE

MOBILNET OF THE SOUTHWEST INCORPORATED, (collectively "GTE"), brought in the

United States District Court for the Middle District ofFlorida, Case No.97-1859-CIV-T-26C, ("GTE

Class Action"). In this case, the United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida has

held that challenging the "next-minute" billing practice is not a challenge to the reasonableness of

the rates but rather a challenge to the reasonableness of the billing practice itself (A complete copy

of the Court's Order is attached hereto as Exhibit "A").
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

TAMPA DIVISION

JAMES J. WHITE, PERRY KRANIAS, and
RALPH DELUISE,

Representative Plaintiffs,

I I. _,_ ....'

..

v.

GTE CORPORATION; GTE WIRELESS
INCORPORATED, f/k/a GTE MOBILNET
INCORPORATED; GTE WIRELESS OF
THE SOUTH INCORPORATED, f/k/a GTE
MOBILNET OF TAMPA INCORPORATED and
GTE MOBILNET OF THE SOUTH
INCORPORATED; GTE WIRELESS OF
HOUSTON INCORPORATED; GTE
MOBILNET OF CLEVELAND
INCORPORATED; and GTE MOBILNET OF
THE SOUTHWEST INCORPORATED,

Defendants.
/---------------

ORDER

CASE NO: 97-1 859-CIV-T-26C

Before the Court are the Dispositive Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Third Amended

Complaint filed by GTE Wireless Incorporated and GTE Wireless of the South

Incorporated and the supporting memorandum (Dkts. 72 and 73), the Dispositive Motion

to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Third Amended Complaint filed by Defendants GTE Corporation,

GTE Wireless of Houston Incorporated, GTE Mobilnet of Cleveland Incorporated, and

GTE rviobilnet of the Southwest Incorporated and the supporting memorandum (Dkts. 74

EXHIBIT A



and 75), Plaintiffs' Responses (Dkts. 76 and 85), the Reply to Plaintiffs' Response to

Defendants GTE Wireless Incorporated's and GTE Wireless of the South Incorporated's

Dispositive Motion to Dismiss (Dkt. 86), the Memorandum Correcting Mistake

Contained in Reply (Dkt. 87), Plaintiffs' Notices of Filing Supplemental Case Law (Dkts.

88 and 93). After careful consideration of the motions and the file, the Court is of the

opinion that the motion to dismiss for failure to allege a claim for relief should be granted

as to count II and denied as to counts I, III, and IV. The motion to dismiss for lack of

personal jurisdiction should be denied.

Allegations of the Third Amended Complaint

Plaintiffs represent a purported class of individuals of Florida residents who were

cellular service customers ofDefendants (GTE).\ (Dkt. 70 at para. 25). GTE allegedly

concealed and failed to disclose its practices of charging on a "rounded up" basis. (Dkt.

70 at para. 26). "Rounding up" means that each call is billed in whole minute increments,

with any fraction of a minute being billed as a whole minute. (Dkt. 70 at para. 14). Each

call begins at the time the "send" button is pushed, regardless of whether a connection is

made. (Dkt. 70 at para. 14). GTE charged Plaintiffs on a "rounded up" basis and

Plaintiffs paid GTE the amount billed. The monthly bills do not disclose or explain the

The Court will refer to all defendants as GTE. The part of this order
addressing personal jurisdiction refers only to the non-resident defendants.
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practice of "rounding up." (Dkt. 70 at para. 19). The contracts between GTE and

Plaintiffs, both oral and written, did not provide "an adequate description or disclosure ..

. as to GTE's Rounding Up practices." (Dkt. 70 at paras. 20 and 22). GTE induced

Plaintiffs to enter into the contracts "with advertisements and materials, including, among

other things, promises of free air time." (Dkt. 70 at para. 18).

In the four-count complaint, count I alleges a private action pursuant to 47 U.S.C.

section 207 for a violation of the Communications Act of 1934,47 U.S.C. section 201(b).

(Dkt. 70 at para. 37). Plaintiffs assert that "[t]he practice of charging for all air time on a

Rounded Up basis is unjust and unreasonable, and therefore unlawful, under the

provisions of 47 U.S.C. section 201(b)." (Dkt. 70 at para. 38). Count II seeks an

injunction to restrain GTE from "rounding up." (Dkt. 70 at paras. 40-44).

Count III seeks damages for breach of contract. (Dkt. 70 at paras. 45-50). GTE

allegedly breached the oral and written contracts "by charging and collecting more money

for cellular phone services than Plaintiffs and class members have agreed to pay." (Dkt.

70 at para. 48). Count IV constitutes a state law claim based on a violation of section

501.201, et seq., Florida Statutes, which is the Florida Deceptive and Unfair Trade

Practices Act (FDUTPA). (Dkt. 70 at paras. 51-57). Plaintiffs allege that "charging for

all air time on a Rounded Up basis, without adequately disclosing such practices,"

amounts to unfair competition.

Plaintiffs sued a total of seven defendants. Of those seven~'two are corporations
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authorized to conduct business in Florida, one of which is a Florida corporation and the

other a Delaware corporation. (Dkt. 70 at paras. 6 and 7). Four of the remaining five

defendants are either Delaware or Texas corporations that provide cellular service

throughout the United States "either directly or indirectly through its subsidiaries and

affiliates." (Dkt. 70 at paras. 5, 8,9, and 10). The last defendant is GTE Corporation, a

New York corporation that not only provides cellular service throughout the United States

"either directly or indirectly through its subsidiaries and affiliates," but is "the parent

corporation of or is otherwise affiliated with all other Defendants." (Dkt. 70 at para. 4).

Argument

Defendants characterize Plaintiffs' claims as ones seeking a retroactive rate

reduction. Defendants argue that the two state law claims (counts III and IV) are

preempted expressly and completely as improper rate regulation in violation of the

Federal Communications Act (FCA). As to the state law claim of breach of contract,

Defendants contend that the contracts obligate Plaintiffs to pay per minute rates.

Defendants argue that the claim based on the FCA (count I) should fail because

per minute billing does not constitute a per se violation and Plaintiffs have not suffered

any direct injury from the billing process. As to the claim titled "injunction" (count II),

no such federal claim exists, and even ifit did, Plaintiffs have an adequate remedy at law.

Plaintiffs respond that this purported class action challenges Defendants'
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"fraudulent and deceptive promotional and contract practices, not Defendants' rates."

(Dkt. 76 at 11). Plaintiffs state that they are attacking the deceptive promotional,

advertising, contracting and billing practices ofDefendants. They suffered injury by not

receiving the full amount of allocated cellular air time elected under a contract and by

being overcharged for air time used in excess of the flat-rate amount allocated under the

service plan chosen.

Violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b)

Plaintiffs state that one of the issues in this action is whether Defendants violated

47 U.S.C. section 201 (b) by "deceptively promoting, contracting and billing Plaintiffs by

rounding up calls." (Dkt. 76 at 13). The complaint specifically alleges that the practice

of charging for all air time by rounding up is unjust and unreasonable under section

20 I(b). (Dkt. 70 at para. 38). Thus, at least in count I, Plaintiffs do not appear to be

challenging the reasonableness of the rates or the failure to disclose a particular billing

practice, but rather are challenging the reasonableness of the billing practice itself.

Most of the cases addressing the viability of actions based on the practice of

rounding up may be divided into three categories: 1) federal cases deciding whether the

FCA completely preempts state law claims for purposes of removal jurisdiction,2 2) state

~ Scc,~, Marclls v, AT& T Corp" De l-:'.3U 46 (2d Cir. 1998); Sanderson.
Thompson. Ratledge & Zinny v. AWACS. Inc" 958 F.Supp. 947 (D.Dei. 1997); Bennett
v. Alltel Mobile Communications of Alabama. Inc" No. Civ.A. 96-D-232-N, 1996 WL
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cases deciding whether a cause of action exists for breach of contract, fraud, violations of

state consumer acts for fraud and unfair trade practices, and various other state law

claims,3 and federal cases addressing preemption in a non-removal setting.4 Of the cases

addressing removal issues, the courts have found that the complete preemption doctrine, a

concept associated with removal jurisdiction, does not extend to the FCA. In so ruling,

some courts in dicta wrote that when a plaintiff challenges billing practices as

unreasonable, as opposed to challenging improper billing based on deceptive advertising,

a claim for relief for damages under section 207 of the FCA is available.5

1054301 (M.D.Ala. May 14, 1996); DeCastrov. AWACS, Inc., 935 F.Supp. 541 (D.N.J.
1996); In re Comcast Cellular Telecommunications Litigation, 949 F.Supp. 1193
(E.D.Penn. 1996).

See,~, Tenore v. AT & T Wireless Services, 962 P.2d 104 (Wash. 1998),
cert. denied, No. 98-947,1999 U.S. LEXIS 1507 (U.S. Feb. 22, 1999).

4 ~ In re Long Distance Telecommunications Litigation, 831 F.2d 627, 633
(6th Cir. 1987) (primary jurisdiction doctrine required referral of claim regarding
reasonableness of defendant's practices to Federal Communications Commission, but
state law claims for fraud and deceit based on failure to notify customers of practice of
charging for uncompleted calls not preempted by FCA); Stein v. Sprint Corp., 22 F.Supp.
1210 (D.Kan. 1998) (filed-rate doctrine barred claims for fraud and breach of contract
and for damages or injunction requiring certain rate be charged, but did not preempt state
law claims under state statutes for injunction relating to deceptive advertising).

5 See Sanderson, Thompson, Ratledge & Zinny v. AWACS, Inc., 958 F.Supp.
947, 955-56 (D.Del. 1997) (claims for statutory fraud and breach of contract did not
challenge reasonableness of billing practice or rate and therefore did not fall within the
scope of civil enforcement ofFCA); In re Comcast Cellular Telecommunications
Litigation, 949 F.Supp. 1193, 1203 (E.D.Penn. 1996) (true gravamen of complaint was
challenge to rates and billing pradices and as such aruon under section 207 would have
been available); DeCastro v. AWACS, Inc., 935 F.Supp. 541, 550 (D.N.J. 1996) (section
207 does not provide federal cause of action for violations of a knowing failure to
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After carefully considering all the cases and pertinent provisions of the FCA, this

Court concludes that the FCA pennits under section 207 a claim for damages for the

reasonableness of a particular billing practice, such as the practice of rounding Up.6

However, this Court must invoke the doctrine of primary jurisdiction and refer the issues

raised in this count to the Federal Communications Commission. See In re Long Distance

Telecommunications Litigation, 831 F.2d at 629-630 (primary jurisdiction applies where

claim is originally cognizable in courts but regulatory scheme requires enforcement of the

claim by administrative body, quoting United States v. Western Pacific R.R., 352 U.S. 59,

63-65 (1956)).

disclose a particular billing practice); Weinberg v, Sprint Corp., 165 F.R.D. 431, 438-39
(D.N.J. 1996) (no removal jurisdiction where plaintiffs state law claims related to
Sprint's advertising practices rather than the billing practice itselt); Marcus v. AT & T
~, 938 F.Supp. 1158, 1167-69 (S.D.N.Y. 1996) (common law claims arose under
federal law and removal was proper).

6 No mention of the "filed rate" or "filed tariff' doctrine has been made. If this
case were governed by the filed rate doctrine, count I would be barred. See Marcus, 938
F.Supp. at 1169-70. This Court assumes that it is inapplicable because Defendants are
characterized as commercial mobile radio service providers, which are specifically
exempted from tariff filing requirements by the FCA. See Tenore v. AT & T Wireless
Services, 962 P.2d 104, 109-10 (Wash. 1998) (citing 47 C.F.R. sections 20.15(a), (c),
20.3, and 20.9(a)). In any event, whether competition in the area of cellular telephone
service necessarily makes any rate per se reasonable should be decided by the Federal
Communications Commission under the doctrine of primary jurisdiction. See In re Long
Distance Telecommunications Litigation, 831 F.2d 627, 631 (6th Cir. 1987) (claims based
on, 47 U.S.C. 201(b) afe; within prinlary jurisuicticJll of ICe); Kitt'er v. Fagin/; Network).
Inc., 50 F.Supp. 681, 682 (E.D.Mich. 1999) (reasonableness of standardized late payment
charge should be referred to FCC).
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Florida Deceptive and Unfair Trade Practices Act

Plaintiffs challenge the failure to disclose the billing practice of rounding up as

deceptive under the FDUTPA. Applying simple preemption principles, as opposed to the

complete preemption doctrine required in removal cases, the courts have found that the

FCA does not preempt state law claims attacking the failure to disclose the method by

which a customer's bill is determined. Because this claim appears to be one of those

which are not preempted by the FCA, count IV will be permitted.

Breach of Contract

Essentially, Defendants argue that because Plaintiffs agreed to per minute billing,

Plaintiffs cannot state a cause of action for breach of contract. Plaintiffs respond that

although some of the customer contracts contain the term "per minute billing," that term

is not defined. On balance, the Court finds that count III alleges sufficient facts at this

stage to state a cause of action for breach of contract.

Claim for Injunction

The Court agrees with Defendants that Plaintiffs have failed to allege a cognizable

claim for injunctiv~ relief. Plaintiffs have not persuaded this Court that a separate and

independent federal claim for injunctive relief exists in this case. Plaintiffs state that they

"are not specifically seeking an injunction on a federal common law theory" but that
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"such relief is commonly recognized" by the state courts of Florida. (Dkt. 76 at 11). To

the extent Plaintiffs seek injunctive relief pursuant to FDUTPA, they must do so in count

IV.

Personal Jurisdiction over Non-resident Defendants

Plaintiffs counter the Non-resident Defendants' arguments with the fact that the

contract attached to the complaint specifically defines them as parties to the contract. The

customer service agreement attached as Exhibit B to the Third Amended Complaint

provides that the agreement "is made by GTE Mobilnet Service Corporation, on behalf of

its affiliates and subsidiaries." The complaint alleges that the Non-resident Defendants

are either the subsidiaries or affiliates of GTE Mobilnet Service Corporation. (Dkt. 70 at

para. II). Defendants' counter affidavits have not shown otherwise. Consequently, this

Court finds that personal jurisdiction exists over the Non-Resident Defendants.

It is therefore ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:

1. The Dispositive Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Third Amended Complaint

filed by GTE Wireless Incorporated and GTE Wireless of the South Incorporated (Dkt.

72) is GRANTED in part and DENIED in part. The motion is granted as to count II and

denied as to counts I, III, and IV.

2. The Dispositive Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs' Third Amended Complaint

filed by Defendants GTE Corporation, GTE Wireless of Houston Incorporated, GTE
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Mobilnet of Cleveland Incorporated, and GTE Mobilnet of the Southwest Incorporated

(Dkt. 74) is DENIED.

3. Under the doctrine ofprimary jurisdiction, the Court hereby REFERS count I

to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for a decision. Plaintiffs are directed

to file a petition for a determination of the issues contained in count I with the FCC. The

Clerk of the Court shall certify a copy of the entire record in this case to be transmitted to

the FCC.

4. The remaining claims are hereby STAYED pending a determination of the

reasonableness ofDefendants' billing practice of rounding up. The parties shall advise

this Court of the FCC's mling or other determination immediately.

5. All other pending motions including the motion for class certification (Dkt.

50) are DENIED with leave to refile after the FCC has rendered its decision.

6. The Clerk is directed to administratively close this case.

DONE AND ORDERED at Tampa, Florida, on this~ day of October, 1999.

CTJUDGE

COPIES FURNISHED TO:

Counsel of Record

-10-


